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ure on tlie part of oilier units.    But it seems irra-
tional only because the outsider naturally puts him-
self in the place of the community; and neither
takes account of the fact that to the individual agent
there is a fundamental difference between his own
pleasure and any one else's pleasure: for him the
former is, and the latter is not, pleasure at all.1
overlooked      Th^ fundamental difference seems to be over-
m argumg   i00keJi wh^ the attempt is made to argue logically

1 Mr Gfurney's attempt (Mind, vii 349 ff) to rationalise
the utilitarian " ought" depends upon the assumption that the
individual feels a desire (not only for his own, but) for other
people's pleasure (p 352) From the point of view of tho psy-
chological hedonist, however, this desire is only secondary and
derivative, depending upon the fact that it inci eases tho pleasure
of the subject. "Your plcasuie," the psychological hedonist
would say, " is desired by me qud my pleasure." If, on the other
hand, it is admitted that the individual has other ends than his
own pleasure, there seems no ground in psychological fact for
limiting these ends to something aimed at because pleanurable to
others. From this point of view the first step in tho eBtablish-
ment of an ethical theory would be an attempt to find a principle
of unity in the various ends actually aimed at by individuals, and
recognised by them as " good " This is made by Professor Sidg-
wiek, who, while allowing that" it is possible to hold that tho
objective relations of conscious minds which we call cognition of
Truth, contemplation of Beauty, Freedom of action, &c., are goo<l,
independently of the pleasures that we derive from them," main-
tains that " we can only justify to ourselves the importance that we
attach to any of these objects by considering its conduciveness, in
one way or another, to the happiness of conscious (or sentient)
beings " (Methods of Ethics, iii xiv. 3, 3d ed., p 398). But
Mr Sidgwick's Utilitarianism depends on a Eational view of
human nature which is beyond the scope of the present discus*
sion. See below, p 74.